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TE CHNICAL MEMORANDUM
Utah Coal Regulatory Program

a{

TO:

THRU:

FROM:

RE:

May 6,2004

Internal File

Joe Helfrich, Team Lead, Environmental Scientist III, Biolo

Jerriann Ernstsen, Ph.D., Environmental Scientist II, Biology

Reformat and Digitization. CO-OP MininL-Company. Bear Canyon Mine. Permit
C101510025. Task ID #1863

SUMMARY:

On February I 1,2004, the Permittee resubmitted their MRP that follows cuffent DOGM
format requirements. The Public Information Center filed an electronic copy and hardcopy of
the newly formatted MRP. The PIC also has a hardcopy of the older formatted MRP.

The Bear Canyon Mine should be given a significant amount of credit for submitting the
first electronic copy of their MRP (eMRP) to the Division. This innovative step forward should
set a positive example for the rest of the mining community to follow. Providing the Division
with an electronic format should help expedite the reviewing process. A few helpful functions
include:

. Easily viewed maps

. Search (find) functions
o Hyperlinks to tables, figure, and maps.

The Permittee consolidated information from Chapters 9 and l0 of the older formatted
MRP into Chapter 3 of the newly formatted MRP (both electronic and hardcopy versions). All
related vegetation and wildlife tables, figures, plates, and appendices in Chapter 3 now have a
number "3" prefix.

The Division did not conduct a technical review of biology-related sections. This review
of the newly formatted MRP only addresses editorial concerns created during the reformatting
process of the MRP and adding the electronic version of the MRP. During this review, however,
the Division noted certain technical deficiencies that are unrelated to reformatting of the MRP.
These deficiencies were not included in the Findings sections for this review. In the near future,
the Division will request the Permittee to address these deficiencies.
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TECHNICAL ANALYSIS:

GENERALCONTENTS

PERMIT APPLICATION F'ORMAT AND CONTBNTS

Regulatory Reference: 30 CFR 777.11, R645-301-120.

The following table shows the appendix numbers from the older and newly formatted
MRPs, titles of appendices, and numbers of pages in each appendix:
NEW FORMAT OLD FORMAT |TITLE
Appendix 3-A Appendix 9-A fVegetation analysis - reference area
Appendix 3-B Appendix 9-B Miscellaneous data
Not included Appendix 9-C lVegetation monitoring
Appendix 3-C Appendix 9-D iShower house pad veg. and reference area

Appendix 3-D Appendix 9-E i'tank seam access road vegetation
Appendix 3-E Appendix 9-F Vegetation studies for the fed. lease area
Appendix 3-F Appendix 9-G Vegetation sampling in the wild horse ridge area

Appendix 3-G Appendix 9-H fVegetation sampling in the wild horse ridge tank seam area
Proposed i

Appendix 3-H submittal ;,ltfiorland vegetation study
Appendix 3-I Appendix 10-A Fish and wildlife resource information
Appendix 3-J Appendix 10-B ilMitigation and impact avoidance procedure, general to all

Appendix 3-K Appendix l0-C Vertebrate species of southeastern Utah

Appendix 3-L Not included lwildlife survey idormation

UM OF PGS
3 5
6

36
t 7
I J

2 l

29
2 l
1 5
40
3 3

The following table shows the older and newly formatted MRP table numbers and titles:
NEW FORMAT OLD FORMAT TTITLE
Table 3-l Table 9.3-l iVegetation types
Tab\e 3-2
Table 3-2.I
Table 3-3
Table 3-4

Table 9.2-l iVegetation reference areas
tiVe 

ge t ati o n r efer e nc e ar e as
Not included fi.ecommended seed mixfor interim reclamation

Table 9.5-2 iSuggested ratios of tack to fiber for hydroseeding

Table 3-5 Table 9.5-l *.evegetation schedule
Table 3-6 Table 9.5-2 $.ecommended seed mix for riparian-creek bottom
lable 3-7 Table 3-7 iRecommended seed mixfor pinyon juniper grass

Table 3-8 Table 3-8 Suggested 'rations' of tack tofiber

Table 3-2 and 3-2.1are repeats. Tables 3-3,3-7, and 3-8 are new submittals. Table 3-4 and 3-8
provide the same information. The Permittee must correct the misspelled word "rations" (Table
3-8) as listed in the List of Tables (R645-301-l2l).

The following table shows the older and newly formatted MRP figure numbers and titles:
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NEW FORMAT
Figure 3-1
Figure 3-2
Figure 3-3

oLD FORrI{AT irrrr,n
Figure l0-l Endangered mammalian species in relation to permit area
Figure 9-19 :Correct planting procedures
Figure 9-20 iseedling storage

The following table shows the older and newly formatted MRP plate numbers and titles:
NEW FORMAT OLD FORMAT I'TITLE
Plate 3-1 Plate 9-1 iVegetation map
Plate 3-2 Plate l0-l jWildlife use area
Plate 3E-l Plate 9F-l lVegetation resources map for federal lease area

The Permittee addressed a previous deficiency to incorporate pages that were missing
(pgs. 9-1 through 9-6) from the newly formatted version of the MRP. The MRP now has the
following editorial errors because of this incorporation:

o Table numbers are not in numerical order - the first table should read 3. I followed by 3.2
and so on.

o Tables are not located on the page numbers as listed on the List of Tables.
r Figures are not located on the page numbers as listed on the List of Figures.
e Text refers the reader to Plates and Appendices 9-Xinstead of 3-X.
o Sampling Method equation sheet is void of many of the values.
o Table 3 .2 (pe.3-17) is the same as Table 3.2-l (pg. 3-6).
o fable 3.2-1 is not on the List of Tables.

The Permittee must correct these editorial effors (R645-301-l2l).

Findings

The Division considers information in the application inadequate to meet the minimum
Permit Application Format and Contents section of the General Contents regulations. Prior to
approval, the Permittee must act in accordance with the following:

R645-301-121, (1) Conect the misspelled word "rations" (table 3-8) in the table index (2)
Correct the editorial errors listed as a result of incorporating missing information
(3) Remove the copy of the USDA letter from Appendix 3-A as described in the
Reporting of Technical Data section (4) Change the incorrect reference to the
newly assigned Chapter and Appendix numbers as described in Environmental
Resource Information - Fish and Wildlife Resource Information section (5)
Correct the reference to Table 3-7 to reflect the correct table number as described
in Reclamation - Revegetation section.
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REPORTING OF TECHNICAL DATA

Regulatory Reference: 30 CFR 777.13; R645-301-130.

Analysis:

The newly formatted MRP contains the appendices described below.

Appendix 3-A contains several sections:

. Vegetation analysis of reference area conducted by Mel Coonrod in 198213.

. Vegetation "sampling" of tank seam access road reference area by Patrick Collins in
1993.

o Color Photograph.
o Raw Data.
o Statistical Analvsis.
. Figures.
.  Tab les :  3A-1 ,3A-2,3A-3,  3A-4,1 ,2 ,3 ,  and 4 .
. Letter from USDA Soil conservation service - Productivity for Shower House Pad and

Tank Seam reference areas, which is duplicated in Appendix 3-B and is not listed in the
table of contents for Appendix 3-A. This letter is more appropriately located in
Appendix 3-B than 3-A. The Permittee must removethis copy of the USDA letterfrom
Appendix 3-A as requested in deficiency R645-301-121.

Appendix 3-B contains:
. Letter from USDA Soil conservation service - Productivity for Trial and Bear Canyon

reference areas.
. Letter from MEC - TES
o Letter from USFS - Plant spp.
o Letter from Bob Thompson (USFS) - Plant spp.
. Letter from USDA Soil conservation service - Productivity for Shower House Pad and

Tank Seam reference areas.

Appendix 3-C is an evaluation of the existing vegetation in the area of the shower house
pad and information on the reference area for the shower house pad. Patrick Collins conducted
the vegetation survey in October, 1992 for the shower house pad and September,1993 for the
reference atea.

Appendix 3-D is an evaluation of the pre-disturbed vegetation in the area of the tank
seam access road and pad and a comparison of the data to data collected for the selected
reference area. Patrick Collins conducted the vegetation survey in October, 1992 and July,1993.
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Appendix 3-E is an evaluation of canyon Sweetvetch (Hedysarum occidentale var.
canone) and the plant communities on the federal lease area. Patrick Collins conducted the
vegetation evaluation in August 1997.

Appendix 3-F is a vegetation evaluation of the proposed disturbed area in Wild Horse
Ridge and the reference area. Patrick Collins conducted the evaluation in 1996.

Appendix 3-G is a vegetation evaluation of the proposed disturbed area in Wild Horse
Ridge and the reference area. Patrick Collins conducted the evaluation in 2001.

Appendix 3-H is pending until the Permittee submits the amendment for the Morland
area.

Appendix 3-I is an overview of the wildlife for the area (unknown sources and dates).

Appendix 3-J is an overview of the mitigation and impact avoidance procedures general
to all wildlife for the area (unknown sources and dates).

Appendix 3-K is the publication "Vertebrate Species of Southeastern Utah" (publ. No.
78-16). Several agencies and prepared the publication (date unknown).

Appendix 3-L is the chronology and results of raptor surveys. The Permittee conducted
raptor surveys in "1998, 1991,2000,2001, and 2002 due to the addition of the WHR area".

The older formatted MRP states thatAppendix 9-C will be incorporated after 1991 (pg.
9-l0A and Appendix title page). The Permittee, however, has not incorporated this
appendix/information in either the older or the newly formatted MRPs. The older formatted
MRP states that aerial photographs will be taken and evaluated every 5 years starting in 7991,
the photos will be available upon request, and the results will be incorporated into Appendix 9-C.
In the near future. the Division will request the Permittee to clarify the reason for the omission of
'Veeetation Monitoring' (Appendix 9-C) information.

Findings:

The Division considers information in the application adequate to meet the minimum
Reporting of Technical Data section of the General Contents regulations. In the near future. the
Division will also request the Permittee to claritv the reason for the omission of 'Vegetation

Monitoring' (Appendix 9-C) information. This issue does not relate to reformattine of the MRP.
therefore. DOGM did not include it as a deficiency for this amendment.
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ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE INFORMATION

Regulatory Reference: Pub. L 95-87 Sections 507(b),508(a), and 516(b); 30 CFR 783., et. al.

HISTORIC AND ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCE INF'ORMATION

Regulatory Reference: 30 CFR 783.12; R645-301-411.

Analysis:

The Permittee did not add new information to this section. The newly formatted MRP,
however, is missing related information from the following pages:

OLD FORMAT PAGES RELATED INFORMATION

5-l through 5-3 Location of the mine site and a brief on its historic land use dating
pack to the Holocene epoch

The Permittee renumbered Appendix 5-A to Appendix 4A. Senco Phenix Company
conducted this survey in 1984. The title of the survey is: "Archeological sampling survey of the
bear canyon mine lease extension performed for the bear canyon/co-op mine through
environmental industrial supply".

Findings:

The Division considers information in the application adequate to meet the minimum
Historic and Archeological Resource Information section of the Environmental Resource
Information regulations.

VBGETATION RBSOURCE INFORMATION

Regulatory Reference: 30 CFR 783.19; R645-301-320.

Analysis:

The MRP contains a vegetation community-type survey of the reference area in Trail
Canyon conducted underthe guidance of Mel Coonrod in1982 and 1983 (App.3-A). The MRP
also contains surveys conducted by Patrick Collins for the tank seam access road reference area
(App.3-A) and shower house pad site and reference area (App. 3-C). The Permittee presents
information in the Environmental Information section apparently related to these surveys.
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Although this information is somewhat disconnected, it provides scope, methods, equations, and
results.

The newly formatted MRP has a section titled "Mohrland Vegetation", which was left
intentionally blank.

Findings:

The Division considers information in the application adequate to meet the minimum
Vegetation Resource Information section of the Environmental Resource Information
regulations.

FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCE INFORMATION

Re gul atory Reference : 30 CFR 7 8 4 .2 | ; R645 -30 | -322.

Analysis:

The Permittee addressed a previous deficiency to incorporate pages that were missing
from the newly formatted version of the MRP. The newly formatted MRP now includes the
methodology for aquatic resources data collection, results for terrestrial resources, wildlife
resources , threatened and endangered species, raptors, and information on expected impacts of
mining operations on fish and wildlife. The names of the consultants that managed the surveys
and the dates of the survevs are not included.

The current MRP now includes incorrect references to:
. Chapter 10 Appendices (pg. 3-18,3-24,3-25,3-26,3-28).
. Chapter 7 (pe.3-19).
. Chapter 7 Appendices (pg. 3-19).

The Permittee must change the incorrect reference to the newly assigned Chapter and
Appendix numbers as requested in R645-301-12I.

Findings:

The Division considers information in the application adequate to meet the minimum
Fish and Wildlife Resource Information section of the Environmental Resource Information
regulations.
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LAND-USB RESOURCE INFORMATION

Regulatory Reference: 30 CFR 783.22: R645-301-411.

Analysis:

The Permittee included the missing information as requested from the previous TA.

Findings:

The Division considers information in the application adequate to meet the minimum
Land-use Resource Information section of the Environmental Resource Information regulations.

MAPS, PLANS, AND CROSS SECTIONS OF RESOURCE INFORMATION

Regulatory Reference: 30 CFR 783.24,783.25; R645-301-323, -301-411, -301-521, -301-622, -301-722, -301-731.

Analysis:

The newly formatted MRP includes all biology-related maps.

Findings:

The Division considers information in the application adequate to meet the minimum
Maps, Plans, and Cross Section Resource Information section of the Environmental Resource
Information regulations.

OPERATION PLAN

PROTECTION OF PUBLIC PARKS AND HISTORIC PLACES

Regulatory Reference: 30 CFR784.17; R645-301-411.

Analysis:

There are no public parks within the permit area.
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The Permittee did not add new information to this section. The newly formatted MRP,
however, is missing related information from the following pages:

The MRP states that the Bear Creek rock shelter (site 42EM1572) is the only site withrn
the permit area that meets the National Register Criteria of Eligibility.

Findings

The Division considers information in the application adequate to meet the minimum
Protection of Public Parks and Historic Places section of the Operation Plan regulations.

FISH AND WILDLIFE INFORMATION

Regulatory Reference: 30 CFR Sec. 784.21, 817.97, R645-301-322,-301-333,-301-342, -301-358.

Analysis:

The Permittee somewhat addressed the deficiency to incorporate pages that were missing
from the newly formatted version of the MRP. This amendment includes slightly more
discussion on possible impacts to elk, mule deer, cougars, black bears, cottontails, and furbearers
(pg. 3-a3 through 3-45) than the previous amendment. The discussions on bobcats and small
mammals, however, are still missing.

There are a few comments that state that surface disturbance will cause little impact to
wildlife. These comments are no longer current and may be incorrect because they were based
on the degree of underground mining and area of surface disturbance back in 1990. Similarly,
the MRP includes a discussion on possible impacts to raptors and amphibians. The MRP refers
the reader to the raptor survey, but raptor surveys are inadequate to address expected impact to
raptors.

Although the Permittee did not fully address the previous deficiency, the Division will
not reissue the same deficiency. The missing information from pages l0-14 through 10-21 may
be necessary to include in the current MRP, but will require a technical review to determine how
to proceed. In the near future. the Division will require the Permittee to update this section by
providing the missing information. removing outdated comments relating to impact. and
providing updated supporting leffers from DWR.

Hardcopv Pases Related Information
4-10 Effect of operation on adiacent and onsite land use.
4- 10 Mitigation of effects of operation. Section referenced in other chapters of

newly formatted MRP.
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The eMRP provides a brief agenda for annual employee training on coal mining and its
possible impacts to wildlife as well as mitigation practices.

The eMRP discusses steps to take in case of escarpment failure (pg. 3-52).

Findings:

The Division considers information in the application adequate to meet the minimum
Fish and Wildlife Information section of the Operation Plan regulations. However, the Permittee
did not fully address the previous deficiency related to missing information. The Division will
not reissue the same deficiency at this time. The missing information from pages 10-14 through
l0-21 may be necessary to include in the current MRP. but will require a technical review to
determine how to proceed. In the near future. the Division will require the Permittee to update
this section by providing the missing information. removing outdated comments relatinq to

and orovidin from DWR.. This issue
simplly reformattine of the MRP. therefore. DOGM did not include it as a deficiency for this
amendment.

VEGETATION

Re gulatory Reference : R645-30 I -330, -30 l -33 l, -30 | -332.

Analysis:

The newly formatted MRP includes all interim reclamation components mentioned in the
older version including a earth-moving plan, hydromulch application rates, seeding plan with
species mix, and monitoring plan.

Table 3-3 provides a species list of the interim seed mix with planned application rates.
The rates are in units of pure live seed - pounds per acre. Seed weight differs among species,
therefore, the unit pounds per acre does not provide an accurate number of plants that may
actually develop. Providing PLS per square foot is much more descriptive, which helps the
Division determine if planned seedingrate is adequate for coverage. In the near future. the
Division will require the Permittee to provide a planned application rate in pure live seed per
square foot. The total should not exceed 100-150 pure live seed per square foot.

The interim seed mix includes five grasses and a cover crop. This seed mix originally
included alfalfa, which the Permittee removed as requested.

The Permittee stated that vegetated areas adjacent to the disturbed areas are protected
from coal fines by a variety of mitigation methods. However, one areawithin an undisturbed
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area below the Upper Storage Pad is apparently accumulating coal fines. The Permittee has not
evaluated the impact of these coal fines on vegetation. The Division is currently working with
the Permiffee to incorporate best management practices to prevent and clean up unintended
deposition of coal fines.

Findings:

The Division considers information in the application adequate to meet the minimum
Vegetation section of the Operation Plan regulations. In the near future. the Division will require
the Permittee to provide a planned application rate in pure live seed per square foot as requested
in the previous TA. Because this issue does not relate to reformaffing of the MRP. DOGM will
not reissue it as a deficiency for this amendment.

RECLAMATION PLAI{

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

Regufatory Reference: PL 95-87 Sec. 515 and 516;30 CFR Sec. 784.13,784.14,784.15,7U.16,7U.17,784.18,784.19,784.20,
784.21,784.22,784.23,784.24,7U.25,7M.26; R645-301-231, -301-233, -301-322, -301-323, -301-331, -301-333, -301-

341, -301-342, -301-411, -301-412, -301-422, -301-512, -301-513, -301-521, -301-522, -301-525, -301-526, -301-527, -

301-528, -301-529, -301-531, -301-533, -301-534, -301-536, -301-537, -301-542, -301-623, -301-624, -301-625, -301-

626, -301-631, -301-632, -301-731, -301-723, -301-724, -301-725, -301-726, -301-728, -301-729, -301-731 , -301-732, -

301 -733, -301 -7 46, -301 -7U, -301 -830.

Analysis:

The Reclamation chapter of the newly formaffed MRP includes a three-phase plan,
timetable, revegetation species and seed mix application rates, planting methods, mulching
techniques, and revegetation success standards. The three-phase reclamation plan includes:

. Earth moving.
o Recontouring of area.
o Smooth contouring of existing soil.
o Creating small indentations with a grouser.

. Seeding and mulching: drill or broadcast seeding.
o Monitoring.

Overall, the sequence of methods and application rates of mulch, fiber, and tackifier are
somewhat confusing. There are many paragraphs discussing final reclamation in the Operation
section and paragraphs discussing interim reclamation in the Reclamation Plan - Revegetation
section. In the near future. the Division will require the Permittee to provide a clear plan
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presentinginterim and final reclamation methods. steps. and application rates. The italicized
paragrophs below present other issues that the Permittee will need to start considering.

The interim andfinal reclamation plan, in both MRP formets, are lacking the use of deep
gouging and noxious weed-free hay/straw. The Permittee plans to usefiber mattingfor steep
areas (pgs. 3-59, Mulching Techniques and 3-65, Revegetation: Mulching and Other Soil
Stabilizing). Recently, however, the Permittee tried deep gouging on o steep slope that may
prove successful. The plan should reflect plans showing possible changes in technique to use
gougingfor all sites including steep slopes.

Incorporating hay/straw (especially hay) during gouging is the current standard
treatment for soil stability. The Permittee must include the use of deep gouging with
incorporation of noxious weed-free hay/straw to bring the interim and final reclamation plans to
current standards (R645-301-333). The Permittee may refer to the Vegetation Guidelines for
methods and application rates.

The final reclamation plan mentions the application of woodfiber/hay/straw as an
amendment (pg. 3-59) and a mulch (pg. 3-65). One of the goals of incorporating hay/straw
during gouging is to amend the soil with organic material. Hay is better than straw as a soil
amendment because it has a higher N:C ratio. The Permittee moy decide to use hay rather than
straw.

One of the goals of using a mulchfollowing seeding is to provide surface protectionfrom
rain and wind. The MRP states the use of wood fiber, hay, strow, and fiber matting as possible
mulches. The Permittee plans to hydromulch at rate of 120 pounds per acre on slopes /ess than
2: I and use fiber mattingfor steeper slopes (pg. 3-59). The plan is less clear on page 3-65,
which mentions a variety of possible mulches and does not provide a rate. It is unclear when the
Permittee plans to use hay or strsw as mulch and at what rate.

"':'r;;:;):;#,'l:i:::,':i2;fr:;"'lhefottowing:' 
o Usually applied oi ti*u of gouging.
o Applied at a rate of 0.5 to I ton per acre.

Wood fiber mulch:
o Applied during hydroseeding.
o Applied at a rate of 0.5 to I ton per ocre.

:7:l{;'^:xr:;';:;:;'#"::fri::{i::#il::;l:::::'
The Permittee must use of adequate hay/strow, woodfiber mulch, and tackifier to bring the plan
to current standards (R64 5 -3 0 I -3 3 3).
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The last step of site preparation includes the application of a tackifier over the wood

fiber mulch at the rate of 60 pounds per ocre (pS. 3-65). The Permittee, however, is not clear
whether they will only apply the tackifier only in coordination with application of a woodfiber.
The Permittee must clarify reclamation plans.

Tables 3-4 and 3-B show the suggested ratios of tackifierfor hydroseeding. The amount
of tackifier varies with slopefrom 14 to 64 degrees and rangesfrom 60 to 160 paunds of tacifier
per ton offiber mulch. There is areference to the use of lrydromulch at rate of 1,500 to 2000
pounds per acre.

The Permittee mentions using "weedfree" material (pg. 3-59). Product may be certified
as "noxious weedfrut", but is rarely weedfree. The MRP should accurately reflect the type of
product planne d for reclamation.

Findings:

The Division considers information in the application adequate to meet the minimum
General Requirements section of the Reclamation Plan regulations. In the near future. the
Division will require the Permittee to provide a clear and updated plan presenting reclamation
methods. steps. and application rates. The italicized paragraphs above present some qf the

+

issues that the Permittee will need to start considering. These issues do not relate to
reformattine of the MRP. therefore. DOGM did not include them as deficiencies for this
+

amendment.

POSTMINING LAND USES

Regulatory Reference: 30 CFR Sec. 784.15,7U.200,785.16, 817.133; R645-301-412, -301-413, -301-414, -302-270, -302-271,

302-27 2, -302-27 3, -302-27 4, -302-27 5.

Analysis:

The Permittee did not add new information to this section. The newly formatted MRP,
however, is missing related information from the following pages:

Hardcopv Pages Related Information
4-15 through 4-20 Financial feasibility and attainment, final surface configuration (section

referenced in Chapter 9 of newly formatted MRP), compatibility with
surrounding land uses, compatibility with land use policy and plans.

4-20 through 4-24 Safety, environmental protection, pollution control compliance,
socioeconomic considerations, service areas (also Table 4-2), growth
capability, and labor forces (also Table 4-3).
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Most of the information from pages 4-15 through 4-20 related to compatibility with land
use policy and plans. Specifically, the Permittee left out text that discussed management
objectives relating to: vegetation, range, soil, mineral activities, archeologylpa\eontology, timber,
fire, roads, and recreation.

The Permittee states that the postmine land use is designated for grazing, wildlife habitat,
and some recreation.

Findings:

The Division considers information in the application adequate to meet the minimum
Postmining Land Uses section of the Reclamation Plan regulations.

PROTECTION OF FISH, WILDLIFE, AND RELATBD
ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES

Regulatory Reference: 30 CFR Sec. 817.97; R645-301-333, -301-342, -301-358.

Analysis:

The Permittee explains that there is no impact to perennial waters of the permit area (pg.
10-22). The newly formatted MRP further details possible impacts to perennial waters. Page 3-
28 states that there are no "high quality streams" in the surface operation areas, hence the
Permittee expects little impact to aquatic life. The Permittee supports this expectation with the
following:

. Huntington Creek is the closest high quality stream to the permit area.

. Huntington Creek is 1.5 miles from the nearest surface operation site.

. Co-Op's sediment control structure serves to protect impact to Huntington Creek.

The Permittee does not plan to submit a mitigation plan for Bear Creek at this time (pg.
3-28).

Refer to Operations for discussion on expected impacts to wildlife.

Findings:

The Division considers information in the application adequate to meet the minimum
Protection of Fish. Wildlife. and Related Environmental Values section of the Reclamation Plan
regulations.



Page 15
ct0r510025
Task ID #1863
May 6, 2004 TECHNICAL MEMO

CONTEMPORANEOUS RECLAMATION

Regulatory Reference: 30 CFR Sec. 785.18, 817.100; R645-301-352, -301-553, -302-280, -302-281, -302-282, -302-283, -302-284.

Analysis:

Information same as presented in Operations.

Findings:

The Division considers information in the application adequate to meet the minimum
Contemporaneous Reclamation section of the Reclamation Plan regulations.

REVEGETATION

Analysis:

Page 3-50 (Reclamation - Revegetation) states that riparian areas will not receive a seed
mix strictly specified as "Riparian". Rather, these sites will receive a pinyon-juniper-grass seed
mix along with woody plant seedlings. The plan presents two tables showing seed mixes: Table
3-6 provides the "Recommended Seed Mix, Riparian-Creek Bottom", while Table 3-7 provides
the "Recommended Seed Mix, Pinyon-Juniper-Grass". In the near future. the Division will
require the Permittee to clariff the table titles. It seems that the Permittee should replace the
wording in Table 3-6 to reflect seedling species and not "seed mix".

Reclamation of the riparian sites will include planting of seeds (Table 3-7) and seedlings
(Table 3-6). The table includes directions for the collection of nearby willow seedlings. The
Division no longer recommends removing plant material from surrounding riparian areas
because of possible impacts to riparian areas during the collection process. There are dependable
sources for nursery stock available in Utah. In the near future. the Division will require the
Permittee to remove comments relating to the removal of woody plant material on site.

The name of the final reclamation seed mix is "Recommended Seed Mix, Pinyon-juniper-
grass" (Table 3-7). The table provides a list of the native species and planned application rates.
The rates are in units of pure live seed - pounds per acre. In the near future. the Division will
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require the Permittee to provide a planned application rate in pure live seed per square foot. The
total should not exceed 100-150 pure live seed per square foot.

The Permittee plans to broadcast seed and plant seedlings using the following methods:
l) Broadcast seeding either by hand or using the hydroseed method and2) Planting seedlings in
the spring or fall within two years following seeding. The Permittee provides a detailed
description of planting methods for seedlings. One suggestion is to prepare hole size following
current recommended practices: l) Width: approximately 2-3 times the width of the root ball and
2) Depth: approximately equal to the length of the root ball.

The newly formatted MRP also provides discussion on success standards for revegetation
and protection of wildlife. The Permittee must correct the reference to Table 3-7 (p9.3-65;
Revegetation: Mulching and other soil stabilizing) to reflect the correct table number as
requested in deficiency R645-301 -121.

Findings:

The Division considers information in the application adequate to meet the minimum
Revegetation section of the Reclamation Plan regulations. In the near future. the Division will
require the Permittee to: Claritr the title for Table 3-6 o Remove comments relating to the

removal of willow plant material on site o Provide a planned application rate in pure live seed
r square fl re. the Permittee orovi iotion of olanti

for seedlings. The Division recommends adopting current recommended practices as described
above. These issues do not relate to reformatting of the MRP. therefore. DOGM did not include
them as a deficiencies for this amendment.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Do not approve the newly formatted MRP until all deficiencies have been addressed.
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